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Financial Results of the Operation of Large Sugar
Cane Farms in Louisiana, 1937 to 1949
J. Norman Efferson and Mildred Cobb
INTRODUCTION
Detailed studies of the costs and returns from the operation of large
sugar cane farms in Louisiana were conducted annually by the Depart-
ment of Agricultural Economics of the Louisiana Agricultural Experi-
ment Station from 1937 through 1949.i Each year the same general meth-
ods of collecting and analyzing the data were employed in order to make
the results from year to year directly comparable. In most years, records
were collected from 70 to 90 large farms. For each year studied the acreage
of sugar cane on the farms surveyed comprised from 10 to 20 per cent of
the total acreage of sugar cane for sugar in the state of Louisiana.
Louisiana is the leading producer of sugar cane in the nation. The
crop is one of the three major farm products of the state and is exceeded
in acreage and cash value only by cotton and rice. The sugar cane area
IS located in the south and southeastern part of the state, mainly in the
delta regions adjoining the Mississippi and Atchafalaya Rivers. The
farms on which sugar cane is produced may be divided into two general
types; one is the "family-type" farm, on which most of the labor in the
production of the crop is performed by the farm operator and members
of his family; the other is the "large farm," on which substantially all of
the labor is hired. The purpose of this report is to present a summary
of the financial results of the operation of large sugar cane farms in
Louisiana for the 13-year period 1937-49, the detailed annual results for
the most recent 4-year period, 1946 through 1949, and to make compari-
sons of significant trends during the most recent years studied.
PROCEDURE
The farms selected for the sample were chosen on the basis of 10 to
20 per cent of the total cane for sugar.acreage of the state, stratified accord-
ing to the importance of sugar cane in the various sub-areas of the state.
Within this stratification, however, the final selection of individual farms
in the sample was determined by the degree of cooperation assured by
the managers and bookkeepers and the relative accuracy of the records
,f
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involved. Thus, the average results for each year and for the 13-year
period can be considered somewhat better than the averages for the
region as a whole, since the most efficient operators are usually the ones
who are the most cooperative and keep the best records.
The field data were collected by making personal visits to farms to
obtain the necessary information from their records. Most of the farms
studied had the services of a full-time bookkeeper and employed an out-
side C.P.A. accounting firm to make a final audit of the results at the end
of each season. The basic data used in this study were obtained from
the audited reports of each season's operations and from supplementary
information of a more detailed nature from the ledger and journal
accounts of the individual farm units.
For the most part, identical farms were studied throughout the
period. From year to year, some farms were dropped from the sample
and others added for various reasons, but at least one-half of the sample
included in the most recent year studied, 1949, was included in each of
the 13 years.
Items of Cost
The total costs of operating the large sugar cane farms were divided
into five main groups with each group subdivided into various items.
These groupings were determined largely by the customary practices of
the farm managers in keeping their accounts. Since accounting practices
varied somewhat between farms, however, it was necessary to make
certain adjustments in the accounts of some of the farms in order to fit
them into the arrangement used in this study. For some farms it was
-necessary to make estimates as to the allocation of cost items under the
^different headings; these estimates were made in all cases by the manager
pr some other official of the farm unit. Such allocations affect the distri-
bution of costs between items; they do not affect the total cost of any
farm.
General Overhead expenses include all items that were not a part
of the direct costs of planting, cultivating, and harvesting sugar cane or
other crops. Thus this item of expense includes many costs other than
those commonly thought of as overhead costs. The reason for this
arrangement is that many of the farms did not keep their records in a
form that permitted a more detailed summary or breakdown of these
so-called overhead costs than that shown. The labor item under general
overhead includes both payment for general supervision and maintenance
and for the labor used in all farm work of a general nature such as ditch-
ing, repairing machinery and fences, and similar jobs. Other items
under general overhead include feed purchased, oil, gasoline, grease, and
similar farm supplies, taxes, insurance, depreciation, and other miscel-
laneous costs such as labor transportation, stable expenses, and upkeep
of yards and buildings. Most of these items, such as oil, gasoline, and
grease, actually were used in direct farm operations in connection with
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the planting, growing, and harvesting of sugar cane, but because the
records were kept in such manner that these and similar items could not
be distributed accurately to the specific operations, all such items of cost
were included in general overhead expenses. Also, no attempt was made
to allocate taxes, insurance, or depreciation to specific groups of costs.
Planting and Cultivating costs include only the direct cash costs of
performing these operations on the sugar" cane crop. The most impor-
tant of these is labor. The cost of seed cane does not represent a cash cost,
except in a few isolated instances where a small amount of seed was pur-
chased from other growers, since most seed cane planted was obtained
from production on the farm. The value of cane used for seed in the
fall of the previous year was charged as a cost against the following year's
crop, while the value of the cane used for seed in the fall of each year
was credited as income for that year. These two items do not balance
exactly because of differences in the price and amount of cane planted
in the different years. The fertilizer costs include the amount paid for
purchased fertilizer applied to the current crop and for seeds used for
soil improving crops. Other planting and cultivating costs include ex-
penses for grass and weed control, insect and disease control, and similar
items.
Harvesting costs include the direct cash costs incurred in cutting,
topping, and stripping the cane and loading and hauling it to the field
derricks, at which point the cane is transferred to the control of the mills.
Most of these expenses were for labor.
Other Crop expenses include the labor, seed, and fertilizer costs
incurred in the production and harvesting of the miscellaneous crops
produced on the farm. For the most part, these expenses were incurred
in the production of corn and/or soybeans on one-third to one-fourth of
the total cropland under the usual three- to four-year rotation, which
consists of two or three years in sugar cane and one year in; corn and
soybeans or soybeans alone.
Interest costs were included as a part of the total costs of operating
large sugar cane farms. It was calculated at 5 per cent of the total value
of assets used in the business. Interest actually paid by the various farms
for the use of borrowed funds was not included as a cost, since this would
have meant including the same cost twice. This approach placed all
farms on the same basis with respect to capital charges, regardless of the
extent of their borrowings or the rate of interest actually paid. The use
of the 5 per cent rate in computing interest charges was largely arbitrary.
The effect of using a different rate can be determined by applying any
desired rate to the capital investment.
MEASURES OF COST AND RETURN
The net cost of producing sugar cane was determined by subtracting
piiscellaneous credits from the total cost. Miscellaneous credits included
the income received by the farm units from sources other than the sale
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of sugar cane and government payments. This miscellaneous income was
received largely from cane used for seed, the sale of crops other than
sugar cane, and the sale of livestock and livestock products. The produc-
tion and sale of these products were, for the most part, merely incidental
to the business of producing sugar cane; thus the income from their sale
may be regarded as having reduced the cost of producing sugar cane
below what it would have been otherwise.
The total income of the farms includes the receipts from the sale
of sugar cane and payments received under various governmental assis-
|tance programs plus the items accounted for in connection with miscel-
laneous credits.
Operating expenses include all costs except interest on the capital
investment. Net operating income is the difference between total income
from all sources and operating expenses. It represents the income avail-
able for the payment of interest, dividends, and additions to surplus. Net
income is the amount remaining after subtracting interest at the rate of 5
per cent from the net operating income, and represents the net return
above all costs including a reasonable charge for the capital invested in
the business.
LIMITATIONS OF THE DATA
The audited financial reports furnished by the growers contributed
greatly to the accuracy of the data. There are several limitations in the
financial reports on which this series of studies was based, however, which
should be pointed out for a clearer interpretation of the results.
Several of the large sugar cane planting companies included in this
Study operated more than one farm unit. For 1937 and 1938, the records
available for such units were not in sufficient detail so that each farm
unit could be studied separately and, as a result, the data for these two
earlier years show a much larger average size of farm and volume of
business per farm than similar results for the years after 1938. This is
due to the fact that the records for multiple-unit operating companies
were grouped as one single farm, unit in 1937 and 1938. In 1939 and
succeeding years, the records were such that each individual farm unit
could be studied separately. Thus, the averages per farm as presented
for 1937 and 1938 are not comparable with averages for the other years.
The average unit costs and returns, however, were not affected by this
difference; and unit costs and returns for the entire series of nine years
are directly comparable.
Some of the growers' books were kept on a cash instead of an accrual
basis. On the cash basis, receipts and expenditures are recorded when
the cash is actually paid or received, rather than charging that expense
or crediting that receipt to the particular crop year to which it is applic-
able. This cash basis of farm accounting results in slight differences in
costs and returns for any one year, as compared with the accrual basis,
although over a long period of years the result will be the same by either
method.
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In addition, some of the records did not separate labor and materiaI^
in each of the s; vera I categories of expense. In most of these cases, where
the cost of jnnrc was low, all of the costs were charged to labor. For
this reason, I
.. eost^ were overstated slightly in some of the expense
classifications. \Uo, some of the records did not record the amount and
valre of cane used tor seed. In these cases, since cane used for seed in the
far
I eceding the crop year was not charged as an expense, and the seed
plaiiLc.: in the current year for the next year's crop not credited as a
receipt, the over-all financial picture remained approximately the same.
This method of bookkeeping, however, results in a slight error when
average yields per acre are computed. When the amount of cane used for
seed was unknown, the tons of cane sold were used to compute the yield
of cane per acre planted. It is believed that this procedure in part of the
records analyzed caused the average yield per acre for all farms to be
understated to the extent of about one ton per acre in most years.
The "general overhead" expense item in many cases contained items
that would have been charged as direct costs had the various farm records
been kept in more detail. With more detailed records, "general over-
head" most likely would have been lower, and "planting and cultivating"
and "harvesting" costs correspondingly higher.
OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
The method used to compute average interest costs is subject to
some limitations but is used in an effort to make interest costs com-
parable for all farms. The only accurate figure available as to the total
assets on the books of most of the farm units studied was the "depreciated
assets" item as used for federal and state income tax purposes. Since
many of the older farm units have depreciated their assets heavily during
the course of time, including some farms with every mule on the place
written down to a value of a dollar a head, the capital investment data
as used in these studies to compute interest charges are lower than the
book value, replacement cost, or sales value of the property. As a result,
the interest cost for such farms is much lower than the interest which
would have had to be paid if the property were purchased on the open
market with the use of borrowed funds.
In interpreting the average operating income before interest and the
net income after interest, it should be noted that these two measures of
return or profit are the returns before iiicome taxes, since no state. or
federal income taxes are included in any of the cost items. Income taxes
were excluded from the items of cost in order to obtain an average cost
per farm and per unit of production that would be directly comparable
from farm to farm and from year to year. This procedure gives more
accurate cost data for comparing farm to farm in any one year or averages
over a period of years, but it also overstates the actual profit made by
the business and retained by the operator or returned to the stockholders
of the farm.
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The amount o£ cane produced by the farms is reported in field tons
at the derrick, actual weight for the 1937-45 period and standard tons
from 1946 through 1949. For some analysis purposes, the amount in terms
of standard tons' is more desirable, and this adjustment was made begin-
ning in 1946.
COSTS AND RETURNS
A general summary of the average results for each of the 13 years
studied is shown in Tables 1 through 5. A more detailed analysis of the
final results for the 3-year periods 1937-39, 1940-42, and 1943-45, and of
annual results from 1946 through 1949 is presented in the Appendix.
Volume of Business
The average volume of business for the farms studied each year from
1937 through 1949, including the number of farms, the acreage of sugar
cane per farm, the tons of cane sold per farm, and the average yield per
acre, is indicated in Table 1. Variations in the volume of business in the
1937-45 period were due to differences in the definition of a farm in the
sample, which has been explained previously. From 1946 through 1949,
identical farms, for the most part, were included in the study each year,
and the average acreage of sugar cane per farm varied from 737 in 1946
to 718 in 1949. Throughout the period of time covered by this series of
3tudies, the acreage of sugar cane in Louisiana has been relatively con-
stant, and most of the variation in total production has been due to
changes in yield per acre from year to year because of weather conditions.
Average yields on the farms studied varied from a high point of
more than 23 tons per acre in 1938 and 1939 to only 15 tons in 1940 and
1947. For the 13 years studied, the average yield was less than 20 tons in
TABLE 1. Average Volume of Business and Yield Per Acre for Large Sugar Cane
Farms in Louisiana, 1937-1949, Inclusive
Number
of
Farms
Average per farm
Year
Acres cane
grown
Tons cane
sold
Tons cane
produced
per acre
33 1,465 28,806 21.0
35 1,305 28,465 23.3
88 634 13,587 23.4
89 611 8,290 15.1
76 633 11,489 19.9
52 1,035 18,619 19.3
55 970 18,787 20.5
54 943 18,079 20.3
54 971 20,232 21.9
98 737 12,661 17.7
76 691 9,762 14.6
77 712 12,782 18.6
718 13,068 18.2
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7 years, varied from 20 to 21.9 tons in 4 years, and was more than 22 tons
in only 2 years.
In the earlier years o^ the period, the average yields on the large
sugar cane farms surveyed tended to be equal to or above the yield for
the state as a whole. In the later years of the period, and especially from
1946 to 1949, yields on the large farms were lower than the state average.
The large sugar cane farms in Louisiana mechanized and adjusted their
farming operations to wartime and postwar high labor-cost conditions
more rapidly than the family-type producers in the region. This, no
doubt, resulted in lower labor costs than otherwise would have been the
case, but it also brought about relatively lower yields. In sugar cane
production, as in many other agricultural enterprises, mechanization
does not increase average yields. Often it results in a decline in yields.
Net Keturns Per Farm
The average investment per farm, the net operating income before
interest charges, the net income after interest on a per farm basis, and
the percentage return on investment before interest costs and taxes for
each of the 13 years are shown in Table 2.
Total assets, which represent the depreciated value of all land,
buildings, machinery, and equipment used in the operation of these
large sugar cane farms, averaged about $155,000 in 1946 but increased
to $167,000 in the 1948-49 period. This trend toward an increased invest-
ment to operate the same relative volume of business is due to higher
replacement costs for machinery, equipment, and building materials.
TABLE 2. Average Net Returns from the Production of Sugar on Large Farms in
Louisiana, 1937-1949, Inclusive
Year
Number
of
farms
Average per farm
Total
Assets
Net Operating
Income
Net
Income
Per cent return
on assets
before taxes*
1937 33 $257,987 $ 4,474 $ - 8,425 1.73
1938 35 233,658 4,155 - 8,368 1.78
1939 88 126,177 9,727 + 3,418 7.71
1940 89 104,170 - 7,434 -12,644 - 7.14
1941 76 132,402 2,225 - 4.395 1.68
1942 52 173,006 19,520 + 10.869 11.28
1943 55 172,774 23,098 + 14.459 13.37
1944 54 167.377 20,176 + 11,807 12.05
1945 55 191,758 33.488 +23,900 17.46
1946 98 155,416 14,325 + 6,554 9.22
1947 76 160,102 - 655 - 8.660 - 0.41
1948 77 167,887 602 - 8.997 - 0.36
1949 75 166,257 + 5,897 - 2.412 3.55
^Computed by dividing the net operating income by the total assets. Since the net operating income
does not include a deduction for actual interest paid or for computed interest costs, this return overstates
the actual return by the amount ac ually paid as interest on borrowed funds.
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This trend can be expected to continue for the next few years as the
general movement of most farm expenses is upward.
The net operating income, or the excess of receipts over expenses,
other than interest and income taxes, varied from a loss of more than
$7,000 per farm in 1940 to a gain of about $33,000 per farm in 1945. In
6 of the 13 years, the net operating income was less than $5,000 per farm;
in 3 years, it varied from $5,000 to $15,000 per farm; and in 4 years the
average net operating income was more than $15,000 per farm. In 2 of
the last 4 years studied, however, there was a net loss for the year and
the average net operating income for 1949, the most recent year studied,
was $5,897 per farm. Net returns in the 4-year postwar period were much
lower than during the 4 war years.
In terms of the percentage return on the capital investment, this net
operating income amounted to a loss of 12 per cent in 1940 and about
one-half per cent in 1947 and 1948, a gain of less than 2 per cent in 3
other years, a gain of from 3 to 9 per cent in 3 years, and of more than
10 per cent in 4 years. As was indicated in the earlier years of these
studies, there was no stability of average earnings in the production of
sugar cane on large farms in Louisiana. They made either reasonably
good earnings or unreasonably large losses. These facts reemphasize the
fallacy of attempting to make policy decisions regarding this industry on
the basis of results of the previous year only. In attempting to forecast
what is likely to happen in the future, there appears to be only one
assured factor. Next year, things will definitely be different from condi-
tions in the previous past year. A long period of results of past years
does give some indication as to possibilities for any equally long period
in the future, but not for any one year as compared with another. This
situation is due to the fact that net returns are determined largely by
the average yields obtained. These yields in turn are determined by
weather conditions, which are impossible to forecast.
The variation in net returns in the production of sugar cane from
year to year is indicated more clearly by the differences in average net
income, or the excess of receipts over expenses plus a charge of 5 per
cent to cover all interest costs. The average net income of the farms
studied varied from a loss of more than $12,000 per farm in 1940 and
around $9,000 per farm in 1947 and 1948 to a gain of $24,000 in 1945. In
6 of the 13 years, returns were sufficiently high to bring more than 5
per cent on the capital investment. In the other 7 years, net returns
were less than 5 per cent of the depreciated capital investment, including
3 years in w4iich no return was made on capital.
Costs and Returns Per Acre
A summary of the average costs and returns per acre of sugar cane
for the farms studied in terms of 3-year averages for the 1937-39, 1940-42,
and 1943-45 periods and annual data from 1946 through 1949 is pre-
sented in Table 3. A more detailed outline of the unit costs per acre for
each period is summarized in the Appendix.
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Total costs per acre of sugar cane averaged about $90 in the 1937-39
prewar period but increased gradually during the war and early postwar
years to reach a high point of more than $146 per acre in 1948. In 1949,
total costs per acre were slightly lower than in 1948, averaging $136. The
long-time trend toward increasing costs per acre of sugar cane during
the 13-year period was due to increased expenses for general overhead
including machinery, labor, and materials, and increased costs for plant-
ing and cultivating because of advancing wage rates. Costs for harvesting,
including only direct labor and transportation to the derrick, increased
from about $20 per acre in the prewar period to around $25 per acre in
the 1947-49 period. Because of relatively high wage rates and an acute
shortage of man labor, most of these farms mechanized their harvesting
operations during the 1945-49 period. They substituted machinery (in-
cluded in overhead costs) for direct labor in harvesting. As a result,
direct harvesting costs show little change during the period, while over-
head costs were almost twice as high in 1949 as in 1937.
The net cost per acre varied to about the same extent as total costs.
Miscellaneous credits, which were subtracted from total costs to obtain
TABLE 3. Costs and Returns Per Acre of Cane Grown on Large Sugar Cane Farms
IN Louisiana, 3-Year Averages for 1937 Through 1945, Annual for 1946-
1949
Items of cost
and return
Per acre cane grown
3- year averages An'uai
1937-39 1940-42 1943-45 1946 1947 1948 1949
Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars
Expenses
—
General overhead 36.68 37.64 55.60 63.35 66.73 63.68 59.31
Planting and cultivating
.
21. 18 21.53 25.67 30.53 36.46 40.65 38.20
20.56 12.94 20.97 20.90 24.67 26.34 23.95
Other crops 2.90 3.89 4.33 2.90 3.68 3.24 2.54
Interest 9.45 9. 13 9.22 10.55 11.59 11.79 11.57
Total cost 90.77 85.13 115.79 128.23 143.13 145.70 135.57
Miscellaneous credits .... 9.48 8.47 9.50 6.94 11.69 9.60 8.39
Net cost 81.29 76.66 106.29 121.29 131.44 136. 10 127. 18
Receipts
Cane sold 59.60 56. 10 90.14 108.21 95.35 103.61 105.55
Government payments. . . 19.43 14.82 33.50 19.73 18.12 19.15 18.27
2.25 5.43 .70
Miscellaneous credits .... 9.48 8.47 9.50 6.94 11.69 9.60 8.39
Total income 88.51 79.39 133. 14 137.13 130.59 133.06 132.21
Operating expenses 81.32 76.00 106.57 117.68 131.54 133. 9 J 124.00
Net oper ating income. . . . 7.19 3.39 26.57 19.45 - .95 - .85 8.21
Net income -2.26 -5.74 17.35 8.90 -12.54 -12.64 - 3.36
Capital investment 184.70 182.45 184.36 210.99 231.80 235.88 231.57
Cane sold 21.41 16.57 19.78 17.70 14.60 18.55 18.20
IS
net costs, varied little, averaging about $9 per acre of cane grown in 1937
and $8 per acre in 1949. Net costs per acre varied from $81 per acre in
1937 to $127 in 1949, or an increase of about 60 per cent.
Income from sugar cane sales also increased during the 13-year
period, varying from $60 per acre in the 1937-39 period to a high point
of $108 in 1946. After 1946, income from sugar cane declined and varied
from $95 in 1947 to $106 per acre in 1949. Returns from government
conditional payments remained about the same throughout the period.
The average net operating income per acre, or the return to the
operator to pay for management and interest on the investment, varied
from $7 per acre in the 1937-39 period to a high point of $27 per acre in
the 1943-45 period. In the most recent 4-year period, 1946-49, the net
operating income declined greatly from wartime levels. In both 1947 and
1948, there was a net operating loss while the operating income per acre
in 1949 was $8 per acre. The net income per acre, after deducting a 5
per cent interest charge on the capital investment, declined from a high
point of $17 per acre in the 1943-45 period to $9 in 1946 and to a net loss
varying from $13 to $3 per acre in the 1947-49 period.
Costs and Returns Per Ton
A summary of the average costs and returns per ton of sugar cane
sold for the farms studied in terms of 3-year averages from 1937 through
1945 and annual data from 1946 through 1949 is presented in Table 4. A
more detailed outline of the unit costs per ton for each period is sum-
marized in the Appendix.
Total costs per ton sold varied from about $4 in the 1937-39 prewar
period to more than $10 per ton in 1947. On a per ton basis, costs were
unusually high in 1947 because of a partial crop failure resulting in low
yields. Comparing the 1937-39 period with the most recent year studied,
1949, total costs per ton were about double costs in the earlier period.
Total receipts also increased from 1937 to 1947, but declined after that
time. Gross receipts per ton increased from $4.23 in the prewar period
to $9.24 in 1947, and then declined to $7.26 per ton in 1949.
These unit returns per ton of cane sold vary slightly from the official
average prices reported in some of the years studied; this difference is
due to the fact that the official prices are quoted in terms of standard
tons, while this analysis is made on the basis of actual field tons as deliv-
ered to the derrick. Also, owing to the accounting differences mentioned
heretofore, the average government payments in some years vary from
those announced for a particular crop season.
The net income per ton of cane sold varied from a high point of
$0.87 for the 1943-45 period to a net loss of more than $1.00 per ton in
1940 and smaller net losses in the 1947-49 period. The capital investment
per ton of sugar cane produced increased from about $9 in the prewar
period to about $13 in the 1948-49 period. This increased capital required
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to produce a ton of sugar cane was caused mostly by additional purchases
of machinery and equipment which were used to offset rapidly increasing
wage rates.
TABLE 4. Three-Year Period Averages, 1937-1945, Annual 1946-1949, of Costs and
Returns for Large Sugar Cane Farms in Louisiana, Per Ton of Cane
Sold
Items of cost and return
Dollars per ton of cane sold
General overhead
Planting and cultivating
Harvesting cane
Other crops
Interest
Total costs
Miscellaneous credits . . .
Net costs
Receipts from cane
Government payments
.
.
Molasses payments
Other receipts
Total receipts
Operating expenses
Net operating income
Net income
Capital investment
3-year average Annual
1937-39 1940-42 1943-45 1946 1947 1948 1949
Dollars Dollars J-Joll3,rs Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars
1.76 2.29 2.80 3.69 4.72 3.55 3.26
1.01 1.32 1.30 1.78 2.58 2.26 2. 10
.98 .78 1.06 1.22 1.75 1.47 1.32
.14 .24 .22
. 16 .26 18
. lo
.45 .55 .46 .61 .82 .65 .64
4.34 5. 18 5.84 7.46 10.13 8.11 7.45
.45 .51 .48 .40 .83 .53 .46
3.89 4.67 5.36 7.06 9.30 7.58 6.99
2.85 3.33 4.56 6.30 6.75 5.77 5.80
.93
.90 1.67 1.15 1.28 1.07 1.00
.13 .38 .04
.45 .51 .48 .40 .83 .53 .41
4.23 4.74 6.71 7.98 9.24 7.41 7.26
3.89 4.63 5.38 6.85 9.31 7.46 6.81
.34 .11 1.33 1.13 -.07
-.05
.45
-
.11 -.44
.87 .52 -.89
-.70 -.19
8.82 11.12 " 9.31 12.28 16.40 13. 13 12.72
Thirteen-Year Average Costsi and Returns
A summary of the average costs, returns, and net profit for the entire
13-year period, 1937 through 1949, is shown in Table 5. These data are
computed on the basis of a simple average of the results for each year.
For the 13 years, an average of 66 farms per year were surveyed. These
farms had an average volume of business of 917 acres of sugar cane and
sold 16,504 tons of sugar cane annually. The 13-year average yield in
terms of cane sold per acre amounted to about 18 tons.
For the entire period, the farms studied produced sugar cane at an
average cost of $104 per acre, or $5.76 per ton sold. Of this amount, 45
per cent was general and overhead costs, 24 per cent was direct planting
and cultivating costs, 19 per cent went for direct harvesting expenses,^3
per cent for costs of growing other crops, and 9 per cent for interest.
On the basis of the type of expense, $2.91 per ton, or 51 per cent of
the total costs, was composed of direct payments to hired labor. Direct
labor costs amounted to an average of $0.95 per ton for general overhead,
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$0.87 per ton for planting and cultivating cane, $0.99 per ton for harvest-
ing, and $0.10 per ton for costs of other crops (Table 6) .
During the 13-year period, 1937-49, more than one-half of the total
costs of producing sugar cane on these large sugar cane farms in Loui-
siana was composed of wages and salaries for labor. In addition, there
were other indirect labor charges included in the repair of
machinery
and similar items. The average gross income for the 13-year period
TABLE 5 Thirteen -Year Average Costs and Returns for Large Sugar Cane
Farms
IN Louisiana, 1937 to 1949, Inclusive
Item
General overhead
Planting and cultivating.
Harvesting cane
Other crops
Interest
Total costs
Miscellaneous credits
.
Net cost
Receipts from cane . . .
.
Government payments
Molasses bonus
Other receipts
Total receipts
Operating expenses . . .
Net operating income
.
Net income
Capital investment
,
Cane sold
Acres cane grown
.
Average number farms per year
.
Per acre Per ton
Per farm grown cane sold
Dollars Do' ars Dollars
42,756.83 46.63 2.59
23,091,89 25.18 1.40
17,683.42 19.28 1.07
2,945,62 3.21 .18
8,560.41 9.34 .52
l70 , UOO . AO 103 .64 5.76
8,037.09 8.76 .49
87,001.09 94.88 5.27
68,611.34 74.82 4.16
19,251.48 20.99 1.17
454.20 .50 .02
8,037.09 8.76 .49
96,354.11 105.07 5.84
86,477.76 94.30 5.24
9,876.35 10.77 .60
1,315.93 1.43 .08
169,920.88 185.30 10.30
16,504 17.9
917 .56
66
TABLE Thirteen-Year Average Labor Costs for Large Sugar Cane Farms,
Loui-
siana, 1937 Through 1949, Inclusive
Item
General overhead
Planting and cultivating,
Harvesting cane
Other crops
Total
Per farm
Per acre
cane grown
Per ton
cane sold
Dollars Dollars Dollars
15,664.99 17.08 .95
14,330.68 15.63 .87
16,405.81 17.89 .99
1,627.57 1.77 .10
48,029.05 52.38 2.91
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amounted to $105 per acre, or $5.84 per ton sold, annually. Of this
amount, $4.16 per ton, or 71 per cent, was income from the sale of sugar
cane, $1.17 per ton, or 20 per cent, was conditional payments, and the
remaining 9 per cent was income from miscellaneous sources.
The net operating income, or the amount remaining to pay interest,
income taxes, dividends, and additions to capital, averaged about $10,000
per farm annually, $11 per acre, or $.60 per ton of cane sold. After
deducting interest charges, the net income averaged $1,316 per farm per
year, $1.45 per acre of cane grown, or $0.08 per ton of cane sold.
The average capital investment amounted to about $170,000 per
farm. If it were assumed that every farm owner owned all his farm out-
right and paid no interest charges on any of the capital, the net oper-
ating income for the 13-year period would represent 5.8 per cent per year
on the capital investment. From this return would have to come the
actual interest paid on borrowed funds, income taxes, and capital replace-
ments to the extent that depreciation rates on old equipment were not
sufficient for replacements, before the remainder could be considered net
earnings to the investor. In view of the risky nature of the business of
sugar cane farming, the net operating return of 5.8 per cent on the invest-
ment and the net income of less than 1 per cent on the investment cannot
be considered very good returns.
FACTORS AFFECTING COSTS AND RETURNS
The unit costs and returns and the profits or losses per farm in the
operation of large sugar cane farms in Louisiana are affected by a great
number of different factors, some under the control of the management
and many beyond control of the individual operators. In this state, the
major factors determining the costs and returns from the production of
sugar cane on large farms are indicated to be the annual variations in
the size of the crop, which is determined more by the weather than by
the acreage planted, since the acreage has been relatively stable from
year to year; the kind of prevailing weather during the harvesting sea-
son and the presence or absence of damaging frosts; the sucrose content
per ton of cane harvested, which is determined in the short run by the
weather and other factors such as the amount of tops, trash, etc.; and the
price received for sugar cane, which is based on the usual cane-purchase
contract according to the price of raw sugar. The favorable or unfavor-
able effect of the first three of these four important factors is dependent,
in any one year, on the weather, which is not predictable. The favorable
or unfavorable effect of the last factor, the price of sugar cane, is depen^
dent on raw sugar prices, which are established at national and inter-
national levels.
Because sugar supplies produced in Louisiana make up only about 7
per cent of normal consumption requirements in the United States, the
Louisiana sugar production has little effect on sugar supplies for the:
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nation as a whole; therefore, producers in this state do not have the
advantage held by some agricultural areas of a short crop usually being
accompanied by a compensating high price. For this reason, historical
price trends indicate that a short crop is just as likely to be accompanied
by a relatively low price as by a high price.
These factors indicate the great dependence of this phase of the
sugar cane industry on factors which cannot be foreseen in advance and
which determine to a large extent the relative profits from the production
of sugar cane. Actually, the most important factor determining the suc-
cess or failure of an individual farm operator of a large sugar cane farm
in Louisiana is whether or not he was fortunate enough to start in the
business at a time when the many uncontrollable factors were favorable
to good returns. If he came into the business during a period of relative
stability of prices and costs and fairly favorable weather conditions, he
made good net returns—large profits if he was a good manager, but still
a net return even if he was a poor manager. If he came into the business
at a time of relatively high costs compared with returns and had a bad
year or two at the start because of unfavorable weather conditions and/or
losses due to frosts, he sustained net losses. And usually, the better mana-
ger he was, the more he lost, on the same basis that during the war years
the businessman who followed sound business practices and maintained
a rapid inventory turnover earned less than his competitor who was less
diligent and who received the advantage of every price increase because
he did not have a rapid inventory turnover. On large sugar cane farms,
the general tendency for higher earnings to be made in the good years
and higher losses in the bad years by the efficient operators as compared
with the less efficient ones, appears to hold true as it does in many other
types of industries.
The financial results of the Louisiana studies of large sugar cane
farms show, however, that in any given year and under the same climatic
conditions and the same price structure, there are still variations from
farm to farm in costs, returns, and net profits. It follows, then, that there
are still other reasons for variations in returns in addition to the major
ones listed previously. These factors causing one large farm to have
lower costs and higher returns than another in the same area and in the
same year are both physical and economic in character. The physical
factors include selection of varieties, disease and insect control, methods
of planting, cultivating, fertilizing, harvesting, and many others. Since
this series of studies has been limited to a statistical analysis of the final
results each year, no attempt has been made to study these physical and
internal-management problems of the large sugar cane farms, although
it is recognized that differences do exist and that these variations cause
much of the final difference in costs.
.
From the annual statistical analysis of large sugar cane farms in
Louisiana the economic factors that were found to be important in affect-
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ing costs, returns, and net profits are as follows: size of farm, yield per
acre, labor efficiency, and proportion of cropland planted to cane.
Size of Farm
The average size of the large sugar cane farms studied in Louisiana
tor the 13-year period was about 2,500 acres, including about 1,500 acresm cropland and the remainder in swamp or poorly-drained land, woods
building sites, roads, and ditches. Of the total cropland, about 900 acres
per farm were planted to sugar cane, 500 acres planted to corn and/or
soybeans, and 100 acres in other crops or idle cropland. Of the land
planted in sugar cane, the usual proportion was about 40 to 45 per cent
in plant cane, 40 to 45 per cent in first-year stubble cane, and 10 to 20
per cent in second-year stubble. An average farm of this size required a
total investment in land, buildings, workstock, and equipment of about
1170,000. ^ ^
Although all of the farms included in the Louisiana series of studies
of large sugar cane farms were, corporate-sized units, variations in size
did exist even in this group. Some of the farms studied had less than 500
acres m cropland, less than 250 acres in sugar cane, and sold less than
5,000 tons of cane per farm per year. Others had more than 2,000 acres
in cropland, more than 1,000 acres in sugar cane, and average annual
sales of more than 20,000 tons of sugar cane per farm. The relationship
of size of farm to costs and returns for the farms studied from 1946 to
1949 IS shown in Appendix Tables V through VIIL
There are many measures that are used commonly to indicate the
size of a farm. The most familiar and common one is the total acreage
in the entire farm. For Louisiana sugar cane farms, the varying relative
amounts of woods and swamp on the different farms make this measure
undesirable since two farms of the same total acreage may have widely
different amounts of cropland and land in cane. Total cropland also is
used occasionally; on the farms studied, varying amounts of idle crop-
land made the use of this measure questionable. The two best measures
of size of business of the large sugar cane farms appeared to be the acreage
of sugar cane per farm and the volume of sugar cane sold per farm. The
analysis of size in relation to costs and returns as presented in Appendix
Tables IV through VI is based on these two measures.
In contrast to the results from the studies of family-type sugar cane
farms in Louisiana, the larger farms in the corporate-type farms studied
did not have the lowest unit costs and the highest net returns.
In the 1937-45 phase of these studies, the group of farms with 1,000
to 1,500 acres in cropland, of which 500 to 1,000 acres were planted in
sugar cane, and with sales of 10 to 20 thousand tons of cane annually
had lower unit costs and made higher unit returns than did the smaller
farms with less than 500 acres in sugar cane or the larger sized group
with more than 1,000 acres in cane. This same relationship was indicated
for most of the 1946-49 period.
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For some years, however, this general relationship did not hold true.
Although in 9 of the 13 years studied, the moderately large corporate-
type farms (500 to 1,000 acres of sugar cane per farm) had lower costs
per unit and made greater net returns per ton than the larger or the
smaller farms, in the remaining 4 years, the fairly small corporate-type
.
farms, with about 250 to 500 acres in sugar cane, had the highest net
returns or the lowest losses.
The years in which this relationship occurred were relatively unfavor-
able years for the group as a whole. In general, the tendency appeared
to be for the moderately large corporate-type sugar cane farms to make
higher earnings in good years and larger losses per unit in bad years
than the relatively small farms of this type and to make higher net earn-
ings per unit in good years and lower losses in bad years than were made
by the extremely large farms of this type.
On family-sized sugar cane farms, the advantage of better utilization
of the available unpaid family labor which otherwise would have been
idle is such that the larger the size of the farm, so long as it remained a
family-sized unit, the greater were the returns in most years. For the
large corporate-type farms, however, this advantage of full utilization of
unpaid labor does not exist, since all of the labor is hired on an hour
basis; therefore, the point of diminishing returns appears to have been
reached at a size of about 1,000 acres in cane and 1,500 acres in cropland.
The data indicate that increased efficiency on these large farms was
obtained with increased size up to this point; but beyond this point,
increased size appeared to result in higher costs and lower returns rather
than increased efficiency.
Yields Per Acre
Farm management studies throughout the United States have shown
that within the actual practices of farmers, the higher the crop yields, the
higher are the returns from farming. Farms with high yields pay higher
returns in depression periods as well as in normal or favorable times.
Also, good yields of crops and high production rates for animals are the
most important factors in obtaining low costs of production. Farmers
with high yields have lower costs per unit and make higher returns per
hour of labor and per unit of investment than farmers with lower produc-
tion efficiency.
For large sugar cane farms in Louisiana, the most important single
factor influencing the financial success or failure of the group of farms
studied each year was the yield of cane obtained per acre. Stated simply,
in any year the farms with relatively high yields brought greater net
returns than did the farms with relatively low yields. The relationship
of cane yields to costs and returns on the farms studied for the 1945-49
period is shown in Appendix Tables VII and VIII.
Although yields per acre for the area as a whole varied from year
to year, in each year some of the farms studied made higher than average
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yields while others had below-average yields. Throughout the 13-year
period studied, the farms with the higher yields had lower costs per unit
and higher net returns than those with low yields per acre. For 1949, the
most recent year studied, the 23 farms averaging less than 16 tons of
cane per acre had total costs of $7.54 per ton and a net loss' of $1.06 per
ton. In the same year, the 9 farms obtaining yields of more than 22 tons
per acre had total costs of $6.54 per ton and a net profit of $0.86. Similar
results are indicated for all of the other years from 1937 through 1949.
Variations in yield of cane per acre from year to year are caused
primarily by the weather. Differences in yields from farm to farm in the
same year, however, are due partly to variations in weather and soils in
different parts of the cane area but are caused also by many other factors.
It has not been possible to measure in this series of statistical studies of
large farms the relative importance of these factors. No doubt some are
beyond the control of the individuals operating the farms, but others
are largely under the control of the management. For instance, varia-
tions in yield resulting from differences in the application of fertilizer,
in the use of cover crops, in the selection of varieties, in the control of
cane borers, and in planting and cultivating practices are largely under
the control of the farm managers, while differences in soil cannot be
controlled by management. It is apparent that a considerable part of the
differences in yield from farm to farm in any one year is due to factors
under the control of the farm operators. If this is true, producers now
obtaming low yields should give serious consideration to ways and means
of improving their yields.
In a normal year with a 20 to 22 ton per acre yield for the state as a
whole, managers of large sugar cane farms obtaining an average yield
per acre on their entire production of from 1 to 5 tons lower than the
state average can expect their unit costs to be about 10 per cent higher
than on the farms where the state average yields are obtained; those
making an average yield for their entire production of from 1 to 5 tons
more per acre than the state average can expect their unit costs to be
about 10 per cent lower than the farms obtaining average yields and 20
per cent lower than those on which the yields are below average.
Efficiency in the Use of Man Labor
Efficiency in the use of man labor refers to the amount of productive
work accomplished per man on the farm; in general, the more work
accomplished per man, the greater are the profits. Relatively high labor
efficiency is especially important in periods of high prices or in areas of
high labor costs. In such cases, labor must be efficiently used because of
the higher costs.
Direct labor costs comprised about one-half of the total expenses in
producing sugar cane during the 1937 to 1949 period. Because labor
costs comprised such a large part of the total expenses on these farms
the efficiency with which labor was used was one of the important factors
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determining the relative financial returns from farm to farm. Because of
the nature of this series of studies and the type of records available, no
physical measure of labor efficiency was available. Thus, a financial
measure of labor efficiency, the direct labor costs per ton of cane sold,
was used for analysis purposes. The relation of direct labor expenses to
costs and returns on the farms studied from 1946 through 1949 is shown
in Appendix Tables IX and X.
In general, the lower the direct labor costs per ton of cane sold, the
lower were the total costs of producing cane and the higher the net
income per unit. In 1949, for instance, the 23 farms with average direct
labor costs of less than $2.20 per ton of cane sold had total costs of only
$6.22 per ton and an average net income of $0.48 per ton sold. The 30
farms with direct labor costs of $2.80 per ton or more had total expenses
of $9.25 per ton and an average net loss of $1.52 per ton of cane sold.
The size of business and the degree of mechanization appeared to be
somewhat interrelated with labor costs on the large sugar cane farms
studied. The farms with the lowest labor costs were, on the average, the
larger farms with a higher degree of mechanization. Also, as direct labor
costs per ton increased, the yield per acre of cane declined. The yield
per acre in this case was at least partly the causal factor, since the farms
with higher yields were able to utilize labor more efficiently than those
with lower yields.
Proportion of Cropland Planted to Cane
There are very few cases in agriculture where one product is so well
adapted to an area and where other agricultural products cannot be pro-
duced on a large-scale commercial basis, so that the specialized produc-
tion of that one product justifies complete dependence on it for the cash
farm income. For the most part, however, the Louisiana sugar cane area
appears to be one of these rare cases.
Although the area appears fairly well adapted from a standpomt
of climate and soil conditions to the production of a large number of
different farm products, none thus far have become serious competitors
of sugar cane. Because of the lack of market outlets for any large volume
of certain seasonal truck crops, the abundant rainfall which is desirable
for sugar cane but not for most other crops, and the lack of low-cost
pasture lands essential to the production of certain commodities such as
beef and dairy products, there appear to be few, if any, enterprises which
can be used to supplement sugar cane production on a large scale.
The Louisiana sugar cane studies from 1937 to 1949 show that not
only on the fairly efficient family-sized farms, but also on the large sugar
cane farms, the larger the percentage of the total acreage planted to sugar
cane and the smaller the dependence on other sources of income, the
lower were the costs of producing cane and the greater were the total
profits from the farm business. On the farms studied, the units planting
from 60 to 65 per cent of their total cropland in sugar cane usually had
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louver costs and higher retiuns from sugar cane and from the entire
farm business than those units where less than 60 per cent of the total
available land was planted to cane.
There were some exceptions to this general rule. On the large su^ar
cane farms that had large areas of land that were u.nsuitable for sugar
cane because of soil type, drainage, or other factors, the addition of enfer-
prises to utilize this otherwise idle resource resulted in larger returns
from the entire farm business. The most common mcerprise of this tvpe
was beef cattle.
Geographic Variations
There are sufficient variations in the soil, climate, and other factors
aftecting the production of sugar cane in Louisiana to produce significant
differences in the costs of producing sugar cane in different parts of the
region. In an effort to measure some of these variations in costs and
returns in different parts of the area, the territory was divided into three
regions. One of these, the Lafourche region, included the farms that
were situated along Bayou Lafourche in the central part of the Louisiana
sugar cane area. The Teche region included all of the farms west of
the Atchafalaya river and represents the western side of the cane belt.
The Mississippi region included the farms that were located along the
Mississippi river on the eastern side of the Louisiana sugar cane area.
The average costs, returns, net incomes per unit, and physical charac-
teristics of the farms studied in each of the three areas from 1946 to 1949
are shown in Appendix Table IX. It is recognized that conditions vary
significantly within each of these regions, but the number of farms
studied was not large enough to warrant any further subdivision.
In terms of net returns per unit, the Teche region had a slight
advantage over the other two areas for the entire 13-year period, while
the Lafourche area appeared to have averaged somewhat lower net returns
over the same period. For the entire period, the Teche region had the
highest average net return per unit in 6 of the 13 years and was lowest in
only 3 years. The Mississippi region had the highest average net returns
per ton in 3 years but had the lowest net return in 4 years. The Lafourche
area made the highest average net returns per ton of all areas in 4 years
but was lowest in 6 of the 13 years studied.
In the earlier years of the study, from 1937 through 1945, the farms
studied in the Lafourche area were somewhat larger in size and obtained
slightly lower average yields per acre than was true in the other regions.
From 1946 through 1949, however, the yield per acre was lowest in 3 of
the 4 years in the Teche region, while average size of farm was approxi-
mately the same in all sections.
These facts indicate that variations do exist within the Louisiana
sugar cane area, that differences do occur in yields, costs, and returns
from one area to another in the same year, but that these differences
show no trend or central tendency to indicate that one area is far superior
to another over a long period of time.
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SUMMARY
1. Detailed studies of the costs and returns from the operation of
large sugar cane farms in Louisiana have been conducted annually since
1937 by the Department of Agricultural Economics of the Louisiana
Agricultural Experiment Station. This report summarizes the detailed
results of these studies for the 1945-49 period with comparisons for the
entire 13-year period.
2. Records were collected from 70 to 90 large farms in most years.
For the entire period studied, the acreage of sugar cane on the farms
surveyed represented from 10 to 20 per cent of the total sugar cane area
of the state.
3. All statistical and financial data were obtained from the audited
statements of the cooperating companies and individuals. Because of
variations in bookkeeping practices, it was necessary to make some adjust-
ments in the records of some farms in order to keep all records on a
comparable basis. These allocations affected the distribution of costs
between items to some extent but did not affect the total costs on any
one farm.
4. The average size of the large sugar cane farms studied for the
13-year period was about 2,500 acres, including 1,500 acres in cropland
of which about 900 acres were planted to sugar cane. An average farm
of this size required a total investment in land, buildings, workstock,
and equipment of about $170,000, in the 1946-49 period.
5. Average yields of sugar cane on the farms studied varied from
a high point of more than 23 tons per acre in 1938 and 1939 to only 15
tons in 1940 and 1947. For the 13 years studied, the average yield was
less than 20 tons in 7 years, varied from 21 to 22 tons in 4 years, and was
more than 22 tons in only 2 years.
6. The average net income from the production of sugar cane on
these farms, or the excess of receipts over expenses plus interest charges,
varied from a loss of more than $12,000 per farm in 1940 and a loss of
around $9,000 per farm in 1947 and 1948 to a gain of more than $24,000
in 1945. In 6 of the 13 years, returns were sufficiently high to produce
more than 5 per cent on the capital investment. In the other 7 years, net
returns were less than 5 per cent of the depreciated capital investment,
including 3 years in which no return was made on capital.
7. Unit costs averaged about $90 per acre, or $4.00 per ton of cane
sold, in the 1937-39 period but increased gradually during the war and
immediate postwar years to reach a peak of about $140 per acre, or $9.00
per ton for the 1946-49 period. Expense items increasing most rapidly
during the period were direct labor costs and costs for machinery and
equipment.
8. For the entire 13-year period, the farms studied produced sugar
cane at an average cost of $104 per acre, or $5.76 per ton of cane sold.
Of this total, 51 per cent was for direct payments to hired labor. These
producers received an average gross income for the period of $105 per
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acre annually, or $5.84 per ton. The resulting net income amounted to
SI, 316 per farm annually, or $1.45 per acre of cane grown.
9. If it were assumed that every farm owner owned all his farm
outright and had no interest costs on any of his capital investment, the
annual net operating income for the 13-year period would amount to 5.8
per cent of the capital investment. From this amount would have to
come actual interest on borrowed funds, income taxes, and capital replace-
ments to the extent that depreciation rates were not sufficient for replace-
ments. After these deductions, the remainder could be considered net
earnings to the operator. In view of the risky nature of this business,
such returns have not been high.
10. The financial results of this series of studies of large sugar cane
farms sho^v that in any given year and under the same climatic conditions
and the same price structure, there are still variations from farm to farm
in costs, returns, and net profits. The major factors influencing net
returns were found to be the size of the farm, the yield of cane per acre,
efficiency in the use of man labor, the proportion of the cropland planted
to cane, and geographic differences in location of the farms.
11. In contrast to the results from studies of family-type sugar cane
farms, the larger units of the corporate-type farms studied did not have
the lowest unit costs and the highest net returns. In general, the tendency
appeared to be for the moderately large corporate-type farms to make
higher returns in good years and larger losses per unit in bad years than
the relatively small farms of this type and to make higher net returns
in good years and lower losses in bad years than the extremely large farms
of this group.
12. The most important single factor influencing the financial suc-
cess of the farms studied was the yield of cane obtained per acre In all
13 years, the farms with relatively high yields brought greater net returns
than the farms with relatively low yields.
13. In general, the lower the direct labor costs per ton of cane sold,
the lower were the total costs of producing cane and the higher the net
income per unit. Labor efficiency on the farms studied appeared to be
interrelated with the degree of mechanization and the size of the farms.
14. The analysis indicates that on these large sugar cane farms,
the larger the percentage of the total acreage planted to cane and the
smaller the dependence on other sources of income, the lower were the
costs of producing cane and the greater were the total profits from the
farm business.
15. A comparison of costs and returns according to geographic
variations indicates that differences do occur in yields, costs, and returns
from one area to another in any one year but that these variations show
no trend or central tendency to indicate that one area is superior to
other regions over a long period of time.
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APPENDIX TABLE I. Costs and Returns Per Acre of Cane Grown for Large
Sugar Cane Farms in Louisiana, 3-Year Averages 1937
Through 1945, Annual Averages 1946 Through 1949,
Inclusive
Per acre of cane grown
Items of cost and return 3-year average Annual
1937-39 1940-42 1943-45 1946 1947 1948 1949
'jeneral overhead
—
Dollars
14.07
Dollars
14.95
Dollars
19.47
Dollars
21.20
Dollars
23.86
Dollars
22. 16
Dollars
21. 11
2 51 1 84 4.73 2.26 1 .04 1 .04 .60
4 26 2 40 8. 22 13.49 13.74 13.36 12.89
Oil, gas and grease 2 57 2.34 5.46 4.65 3.00 3.87 3. 40
2.53 2 66 2 16 2.36 2.68 2.57 2. 70
.92 1.00 1. 13 1.65 2. 13 2.00 1.87
5 58 5.43 7.03 8.60 9.75 10. 13 10.01
4.23 7.02 7.41 9.05 10.53 8.55 6.73
36.67 37.64 55 . 61 63 .35 66.73 63.68 59.31
Planting, cultivating—
•
13 16 13 75 15.75 19.90 22.45 24.34 23.26
4.70 3.73 3.49 2. 19 3.47 4.45 4.06
2 82 3 52 5.39 5.35 6.90 7.90 7. 14
50 .53 1 .04 3.09 3.64 3.96 3.74
21 18 21 . 53 25.67 30.53 36.46 40.65 38.20
Harvesting cane
—
on 99 12 20 19.76 18.29 21 .32 22.29 19.26
35 .74 1.21 2.61 3.35 4.05 4.69
20.57 12.94 20.97 20.90 24.67 26.34 23.95
Other crops
—
* 2.40 2 84 1 .95 2 50 2. 10 1.34
.56 .95 .46 . 56 .47 . 41
*
.38 .38 .24 .14 • . 17 .11
Other * 55 16 .25 .48 .50 .41
2 .90 o .oy t . oo 2 90 3 68 3 24 2. 54t
Interest 9.45 9. 13 9.22 10.55 11.59 11 .79 11 .57
on 77 85. 13 115.80 128 23 143 . 13 145 . 70 135 . 57
9 48 8.47 9.50 6.94 11.69 9.60 8.39
Q 1 9Q 76 66 106 30 121 . 29 13 1 . 44 136 . 10 127 . 18
Source of receipts
59.60 56. 10 90. 14 108.21 95.35 103.61 105 . 55
19.43 14 82 33.50 19.73 18. 12 19. 15 18.27
2.25 5.43 .70
7Q CVX 70 92 123 64 130 19 1 18 . 90 123 . 46 123 . 82
Miscellaneous receipts—
-
3.49 4.12 3.43 3.06 5.13 3.89 3.67
Q7 2 38 2.86 .76 1.32 1.41 .54
.12 .27 .20 .23 .34 . 15 .05
2.07 1.70 3.01 2.89 4.90 4. 15 4. 13
9.48t
88.51
8.47 9.50 6.94 11.69 9.60 8.39
79.39 133.14 137.13 130.59 133.06 132.21
81.32 76.00 106.58 117.68 131.54 133.91 124.00
7.19 3.39 26.56 19.45 - .95 - .85 8.21
Net income -2.26 -5.74 17.34 8.90 -12.54 -12.64 -3.36
184.70 182.45 184.36 210.99 231.80 235.88 231.57
21.6 16.6 19.8 17.7 14.6 18.6 18.2
*Not recorded for 1937; not broken down for 1938.
f Other crops' ' for 1949 not broken down.
JFigures in 1937 for "miscellaneous receipts" not broken down into units.
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APPENDIX TABLE III. Costs and Returns Per Ton of Cane Sold on Large Sugar
Cane Farms in Louisiana, 3-Year Averages for 1937
Through 1945, Annual Averages for 1946 Through 1949,
Inclusive
Items of cost and return
General overhead
—
Labor
Feed purchased ...
Materials
Oil, gas and grease
.
Taxes
Insurance
Depreciation
Other
Total.
Planting and cultivating-
Labor
Seed cane
Fertilizer
Other
Total.
Harvesting cane
—
Labor
Other
Total.
Other crops
—
Labor.
. .
.
Seed
Fertilizer
.
.
Other
Total.
Interest.
. .
.
Total co^ts
Miscellaneous credits
.
Net costs
Soiirce of receipts
—
Cane sold
Government payments
.
Molasses bonus
Total.
Miscellaneous receipts—
Cane for seed
Other crops sold
Livestock products sold
Other
Total
,
Total receipts
Operating expenses .
. .
Net operating income
,
Net income
Capital investment.
Per ton of cane sold
3-year average Annual
1937-39 1940-42 1943-45 1946 1947 1948 1949
Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars
68 Q 1
. 98 1 . 23 1.69 1.24 1. 16
12 1 9
. 24
. 13 .07
.06 .03
.13 .42 .78 .97 .74 .71
. 13
. 15 .27 .27 .21 .21
. 19
. 17 .12
. 14 .19
. 14
. 15
. Ud .06
. 10
. 15
. 11 .10
.33 .35 .51 .69 .57
.559n A 9
.36 .53 .75 .48
.37
1.76 2.29 2.80 3.69 4.72 3.55 3.26
.63 .85 .80 1.16 1.59 1.35 1.28
22 9"^
. 18
. 13 .24 .25
.22
14 9 1
. 27 .31 .49 .44 .39
. 03 .05
. 18 .26 .22
.21
1.01 1.32 1.30 1.78 2.58 2.26 2. 10
96
. 74 .99 1.07 1.51 1.24 1.06
.02 .04 .07
. 15 .24
.23 .26
98
. lo 1 . 06 1.22 1.75 1.47 1.32
.05 .15
. 14 .11 .18
. 12 .07
. U
1
.04 .05 .03 .04
.02 .02
01 02 n9
.01 .01
.01 .01
.00 .03 .01 .01 .03 .03 .02
.
13*
.24 .22
.16 .26
. 18
.
13*
.45 .55 .46 .61 .82 .65 .64
4 33 o . lo 5.84 7.46 10. 13 8. 11 7.45
45
. 51 .48 .40 .83 .53 .46
3.88
—
4.67 5.36 7.06 9.30 7.58 6.99
2.85 3.33 4.56 6.30 6.75 5.77 5.80
.92 1 . 67 1 . 15 1.28 1.07 1.00
. 13 .38 .04
3.77 4.23 6.23 7.58 8.41 6. 88 6.80
. 16
.25
. 17
. 18 .36 9 1
.20
.04
. 15
. 14 .04 .09
.08 .03
.00 .02 .01 .01 .03 .01 .00
.09 .09
. 16
. 17
.35 .23 .23
.45t .51 .-48 .40 .83 .53 .46
4.22 4.74 6.71 7.98 9.24 7.41 7.26
3.88 4.63 5.38 6.85 9.31 7.46 6.81
.34 .11 1.33 1. 13 - .07 -
.05 .45
-
.11 - .44 .87 .52 - .89 - .70 -
. 19
8.82 11. 12 9.31 12.28 16.40 13. 13 12.72
+ !q?v \f^ """^ 1949 figures not broken down.Tiy.:!/ miscellaneous receipts not broken down.
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APPENDIX TABLE VII, Relation Between the Yield of Cane Per Acre and the
Cost of Operating Large Sugar Cane Farms in Louisiana,
1946 Through 1949, Inclusive
Yield per acre—tons
1946—
Under 16.
.
16 to 18.9.
19 to 21.9.
22 to 24.9.
25—over.
.
Total.
1947—
Under 16
.
16 to 18.9.
19 to 21.9.
22 to 24.9.
25
—over
.
.
Total.
1948—
Under 16.
16 to 18.9.
19 to 21.9.
22 to 24.9.
25
—over.
.
Total.
1949—
Under 16.
.
16 to 18.9.
19 to 21.9.
22 to 24.9.
25
—over.
.
Total.
. .
Number
of
farms
76
77
23
22
21
9
0
75
Total
costs
Dollars
8.62
7.76
6.92
5.80
6.07
7.46
11.38
9.06
7.73
7.70
10.13
9.33
8.36
8.02
7. 10
6.27
8.11
7.54
8.23
7. 15
6.54
7.45
Cost per ton of cane sold
General
overhead
Dollars
4.05
3.82
3.56
3.07
2.62
Planting &
cultivating
3.69
5.34
4.24
3.47
3.47
4.72
3.45
3.75
3.79
3.00
2.41
3.55
3. 13
3.56
3.32
2.85
3.26
Dollars
2.21
1.84
1.59
1.20
1.61
1.78
2.88
2.34
1.97
2.15
Har-
vesting
2.58
2.96
2.27
2.12
2.00
1.81
2.26
2.22
2.40
1.88
1.80
2. 10
Dollars
1.48
1.18
1.15
1.03
1.25
Other
crops
1.22
1.90
1.54
1.55
1.65
1.75
1.75
1.47
1.37
1.41
1.34
1.47
1.34
1.44
1.22
1.27
1.32
Dollars
.14
.24
.09
.14
.09
16
.26
.28
.19
.18
.09
.09
18
.14
.15
.16
.07
13
Interest
Dollars
.74
.68
.53
.36
.50
.61
.82
.89
.68
.56
.60
.62
.65
.64
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APPENDIX TABLE VIII. Relation Between Yield of Cane Per Acre and the
Income from Large Sugar Cane Farms in Louisiana, 1946
Through 1949, Inclusive
Yield per
acre—tons
Number
of
farms
Income per ton of cane sold
Total
receipts
L^ane
sales
Gov't
payments
IVIolasses
bonus
Other
receipts
Net oper.
income
Net
income
Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars
1946—
-
.47Under 16 24 8 15 6. 16 1 .30 . 19 .50 .27
16 to 18.9 35 o . Uo 6.45 1 .09 . 10 .39 .95 .27
19 to 21.9 28 6. 18 1. 16 . 16 .39 1.50 .97
22 to 24.9 7 7.70 6.24 1.00 .07 .39 2.26 1.90
25—over 4 7.74 6.14 1.24 .12 .24 2.17 1.67
7.98 6.30 1. 15 .13 .40 1.13 .52
1947—
-2.04Under 16 46 Q "3/1 6 74 1 .35 .37 .88 -1.11
16 to 18.9 19 Q on 6 92 1 .20 .41 .67 .86 . 14
19 to 2 1 . 9 10 Q nny . uu 6. 53 1.20 .38 .89 1.89 1.27
22 to 24.9 1 o . Do 6.39 1 .32 .59 .38 1.41 .98
25—over 0
76 9.24 6.75 1.28 .38 .83 - .07 - .89
1948—
-1.90Under 16 15 7 ATK1 . 4o 5.60 1. 18 .04 .61 - 1.01
16 to 18.9. , . . 22 7 A.A 5.77 1 .08 .04 .55
-
.24 - .92
26 7 AC^1 . 4t) O . oO .98 .03 .59 .00 - .56
22 to 24.9, 12 7.25 5.75 1.08 .03 .39 + .75 + .15
2 7.65 5.80 1.35 .12 .38 +2.00 + 1.38
77 7.41 5.77 1.07 .04 .53 - .05 - .70
1949—
-1.06Under 16 23 6.48 5.15 .90 .43 - .35
16 to 18.9 22 7.62 6.06 1.07 .49 .07
-
.61
19 to 21.9 21 7.66 6.11 1.02 .53 1.08 .51
22 to 24.9 9 7.40 6.03 1.06 .31 1.41 .86
0
Total 75 7.26 5.80 1.00 .46 .45
-
.19
34
APPENDIX TABLE IX. Relation Between Direct Labor Costs Per Ton of Cane
Sold and Cost of Producing Cane on Large Sugar Cane
Farms in Louisiana, 1946 Through 1949, Inclusive
Direct labor costs Number
Costs per ton of cane sold
per ton cane sold of
farms
Total
costs
General
overhead
Planting &
cultivating
Har-
vesting
Other
crops Interest
1946
—
Less than $2.20..
.
$2.20 to $2.79.. . .
$2.80—over
44
22
32
Dollars
7.05
7.48
8.66
Dollars
3.74
3.62
3.60
Dollars
1.52
1 . 78
2 55
Dollars
1.03
1.31
1.66
Dollars
. 19
. 16
Dollars
.57
.61
. 11 .74
Total 98 7.46 3.69 1.78 1.22
. 16 .61
1947
Less than $2.20..
.
$2.20 to $2.79..
. .
$2.80—o.-er
2
15
59
7.50
8.44
10.98
4. 12
4
.
32
4.92
1.81
1 .98
2.88
.94
1.30
1.98
. 17
.20
.29
.46
.64
.91
Total 76 10. 13 4.72 2.58 1.75 .26 .82
1948
Less than $2.20.
. .
$2.20 to $2.79.. . .
$2.80—over
15
26
36
7.36
7.70
8.99
3.76
3.57
3.41
1.81
2.00
2.81
1. 18
1.36
1.74
.11
. 18
.22
.50
.59
.81
Total 77 8.11 3 . 55 2.26 1.47
. 18 .65
1949—
Less than $2.20. .
.
$2.20 to $2.79.. . .
$2.80—over
23
22
30
6.22
7.63
9.25
3.02
3 41
3 48
1.66
2.04
2.87
.94
1.38
1.86
. 12
. 15
.48
.65
. 17 .87
Total 75 7.45 3 26 2. 10 1.32
. 13 .64
APPENDIX TABLE X. Relation Between Direct Labor Costs and Income From
Producing Cane on Large Sugar Cane Farms in Louisiana,
1946 Through 1949, Inclusive
Direct labor costs Number
Income per ton of cane sold
per ton cane sold of
farms
Total
receipts
Cane
sales
Gov't
payments
Molasses
bonus
Other
receipts
Net oper.
income
Net
income
1946—
Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars
Less than $2 . 20 ... .
$2.20 to $2.79
$2.80—over
44
22
32
7.85
7.97
8.37
6.33
6.26
6.23
1.03
1.20
1.42
. 10
.11
.26
.39
.40
.46
1.37
1. 10
.45
.80
.49
-
.29
Total 98 7.98 6.30 1. 15
. 13 .40 1. 13 .52
1947—
T ess than $2.20
$2.20 to $2.79
$2.80-0 r-r
2
15
59
8.68
9.09
9 33
7. 10
6.68
6.76
1.04
1. 17
1.34
. 13
.40
.39
.41
.84
.84
1.64
1.29
-
.74
1. 18
.65
- 1.65
Total 76 9.24 6.75 1.28
.38 .83 - .07 - .89
1948—
Less than $2.20. ..
.
$2.20 to $2.79
$2.80—over
15
25
36
7. 12
7.35
7.64
5.62
5.82
5.80
.97
1.03
1. 16
.04
.03
.05
.49
.47
.63
.26
.24
-
.24
-
.35
-
.54 -1.35
Total 77 7.41 5.77 1 07 .04 .53 - .05 - .70
1949—
Less than $2 . 20
$2.20 to $2.79
$2.80—over
23
22
30
6.70
7.67
7.73
5.40
6. 12
6. 10
.87
1.09
1. 13
.43
.46
.50
.96
.69
.48
.04
-
.65 -1.52
Total 75 7.26 5.80 1.00
.46 .45 - .19
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